The article focuses on the notion of metapragmatics in general, including three steps of metapragmatic analysis, and studies academic written metadiscourse in particular. Special attention is drawn to the delimitation of the main types of metacommunicative means, or meta-means, with an emphasis on their functional specifics in academic written discourse. The article concludes with a list of meta-means, which are most typical of this discourse type.
Introduction
In Western linguistic studies of metalanguage in general and metacommunication in particular, there has lately been observed a considerable terminological shift caused by the introduction of the notion of metapragmatics. The term itself belongs to Jacobson (1960) ; yet, the socio-linguistic and anthropologic research of Silverstein (1993) is deemed fundamental as the one which aroused interest to the phenomenon of metapragmatics and happened to be the most cited work in this field (see Caffi 2009; Geert 1999; Lempert 2012; Mertz & Yovel 2002: 252-253; Ruiz-Gurillo 2016; Verschueren 2000 etc.) , including an article, devoted to its definition and general principles, in the "Concise Encyclopedia of Pragmatics" (Caffi 2009 situation. Accordingly, the role of metapragmatic awareness in filtering the influence of social structure on language use and form is connected with both the theory of speech genres and the theory of language ideologies (Mertz & Yovel 2002: 257-259) ; as a result of the interplay of the aforementioned theories a number of discourses of different genres have emerged (ibid.: 261-262; Verschueren 2000: 451-452) .
The forenamed work of Silverstein (1993) prompted the further studying of the phenomenon of metapragmatics in three directions: (i) through a simplified approach to its interpretation, metapragmatics equals pragmatics of metacommunicative means (Hubler & Bublitz 2007: 1,6; Sivenkova 2013: 21) ; (ii) at a deeper level of analysis, metapragmatics is understood as the investigation of pragmatic phenomena at a metalevel of some discourse (Barron 2002: 8; Mey 2001: 190) ; (iii) finally, in the scope of social linguistics and linguistic anthropology, metapragmatics is tightly bound to social and cultural environment (Blum-Kulka & Sheffer 1993; Ide 2009; Mertz & Yovel 2002: 254) .
This article focuses on the metapragmatic analysis of academic written discourse via distinguishing its main types of meta-means with an emphasis on their functional specifics in the aforementioned type of discourse. In other words, let us answer the question what meta-means, selected from the research articles, are most typical for this discourse type.
Methodology and theoretical framework
The objective of this article is achieved by fulfilling the following tasks: (i) to develop a generalized classification of various meta-means, systematizing and grouping them into different types and sub-types on the basis of the main metapragmatic functions they perform; and (ii) to study their specific use in academic written discourse. To reach the objective of the research and accomplish its tasks, a number of general scientific methods (deduction, induction, analysis and synthesis) as well as methods of linguistic (pragmatic, metapragmatic, discourse and contextual analyses), and mathematical analyses (the quantitative method of Greenberg (1990) ) have been used.
Metapragmatic analysis as a pragmatic analysis of meta-means
In my research, metapragmatic analysis is viewed as the one which covers all the three aforementioned levels of investigation (see above), and the first step is to single out general tendencies in the classification of meta-means. Here I present a more elaborate version of the classification of meta-means in comparison with the one offered in my previous article (Gnezdilova 2017) . Even despite the fact that I analyzed there an autonomous group of meta-means only, yet the focus was made rather on the metapragmatic functions they performed than on distinguishing the different types and sub-types of those lexical means. Thus, an autonomous group of meta-means is introduced by four main groups of means: contact (or phatic) and reflexive means, speech regulators, and discourse organizers (see Fig. 1 below) . comparison, etc. I am a firm believer that this method can be adjusted for calculating the metapragmatic / metacommunicative index, or the meta-index, in different discourse types (e.g., everyday, media, political, rhetoric, religious, academic, law etc.). The identification of this index would serve as a proof of the theory of metapragmatic calibration (even though the mathematical results might seem to simplify Silverstein's conclusions) and would help to verify the hypothesis that metacommunication is present in any discourse type, i.e., the metapragmatic function is realized in all forms of human communication, yet the degree of metapragmatic intensity of various discourse types might be different.
Inspired by Greenberg (1990: 12-14) , an attempt is made to define meta-features involved in various discourse types in terms of a ratio of two units, each defined by a sufficient rigor and by the calculation of a numerical index based on the relative frequency of these two units over the sketches of discourse. The meta-index is the ratio of meta-constructions to informationally meaningful lexical units, i.e., M/W, where M equals the number of words which belong to meta-constructions and W equals the number of informationally meaningful words. Now then, the calculation results of an academic written discourse under study (11, 533 words in total) show that 4,052 words constitute meta-constructions, which is 35% in comparison to 65% of meaningful words (i.e., 7,481 lexical items). The meta-index of academic written discourse is 0.54 (the averaged result). It should be noted that this index-number is not a constant and it can slightly differ from one scientific article to another, irrespective of the fact that all the ten articles, selected for analysis, thematically belong to the field of metapragmatics. Yet, it depends on the author's style of presenting his / her research results (see Table 1 below). For example, meta-indexes of articles under analysis in this paper are 0.59 (Verschueren's research paper) and 0.45 (Jensen's research paper). In accordance with Greenberg's theory (1990: 3-26) , an averaged result can be considered as the one which is characteristic of an academic written discourse. Moreover, for the purity of my scientific experiments in a complex study of various discourse types (everyday, political, rhetoric, media, academic written / scientific etc.), I take ten 100-word thematically-close fragments of every discourse type, each exemplifying the writing styles of different authors. The averaged results for the ten fragments of every discourse type are used for a further comparative analysis with other discourse types and help to differentiate discourses on the basis of their 'metacommunicativeness'. The higher the value of meta-index in a discourse is, the higher the level of its metapragmatic intensity. Therefore, the general method of index calculation based on discourse ratios of carefully defined meta-elements has a definite value in metadiscourse typological studies.
Metapragmatic analysis in socio-cultural environment
The last step of metapragmatic analysis concerns a social context and behavioural norms in various socio-cultural environments. The social and cultural aspect of discourse analysis deals with speech genres; as a result, there emerge discourses of different genres. Every discourse type has its own organization and structure, specific lexical units, including definite signaling / ''anchoring'' means or, simply, meta-means.
Yet, as stated earlier (2017), it would be over-confident to say that every discourse type has its unique set of meta-means. In fact, it is absolutely possible, under certain conditions, to use any meta-means of any group in any discourse type. However, the preference in a particular discourse type is given to those meta-means, which perfectly 
Meta-means in academic written discourse
What I want to begin with is, according to Trunova (Трунова 2016) , the terminological dissonances concerning the notion of 'academic discourse' or, to be more precise, the genres of academic writings. In the Eastern linguistic tradition there is a differentiation between academic, scientific, academic and scientific, and pedagogical discourses In keeping with the objectives of this paper, I need to underline that academic written discourses (despite the demands, put to scientific writings, to keep to the point and be precise) are of rich metapragmatic nature. It is proved, primarily, by the results of the quantitative analysis according to which meta-means constitute 35% and the metaindex of this discourse type is 0.54 (see chapter 2.2 above). Additionally, the use of meta-means is not limited to discourse organizers only (coherent and cohesive means in particular) or to regular means; there is a number of casual authorial meta-means, built on similar structures-clichés (see chapter 3.4 below). Here two groups of means are studied: a group abundant in autonomous means, including interaction-regulating ones, reflexive means, and discourse organizers; and a group of contextually-dependent meta-means.
Interaction-regulating means in academic written discourse
Interaction-regulating means in academic written discourse are responsible for controlling, adjusting, and normalizing the content of the discourse by commenting on the author's words and providing them with additional shades of meaning. Silverstein (1976 Silverstein ( , 1979 Silverstein ( , 1993 In Silverstein's view (1993) ; as Silverstein puts it (1993) ; that Silverstein would call (1993) ; strongly inspired by Jakobson, Silverstein identifies (1993) ; …situate the theoretical contribution of Gumperz's (1982) ; a term originally inspired by Errington (1988) ; to use Silverstein's term (1993) ; as reflected in Lucy (ed.) 1993; the example is borrowed from Blommaert (1999); as D'hondt (2000) points out; as studied by the historian Thompson (1999, pp. 467-538); in unsentimental terms, Joshua Meyrowitz (1994, p. 54) Measuring means as such accentuate a certain amount, degree, or comparative extent of one idea / utterance / procedure considered in relation to a unit of another one. In academic discourse, measuring means are introduced only by intensifiers, the task of which is to make the effect of what have been said before stronger (e.g., significantly;
fortunately; that are most visibly at work in).
Means of evasion are used when the author wants to avoid responsibility for some ideas / events / approaches etc. Being not very popular in academic written discourse, they are mostly represented by means of distancing, which stress remoteness (e.g., (Jensen, 2006) . Second, I return to Gregory Bateson's (1972 Bateson's ( [1955 
which I want to distance myself from in what follows; disregarding for the moment the question whether; leaving aside the issue of the line that is drawn between

Discourse organizers in academic written discourse
Discourse organizers are 'structure-oriented' as they are responsible for discourse cohesion and coherence (2017: 67-68 Table; returning briefly to the scalarity of the distinction, (see Table 2 ); as could already be concluded from example (2)), o what is being currently under consideration (e.g., as is graphically suggested in Figure 1 ; in terms of Figure 1) , o what will be discussed further (e.g., we will return to this point in Section 3; the following Section will be an attempt to define…; in the following Section we will
introduce the notion of…; and whatever follows it in this text; at least some of my further comments will be based on results obtained in this line of research; for the sake of easy reference in what follows),
o what is marked as the perspectives of the research (e.g., depending on the perspective one takes);
(v) spacious relations in the communicative process (e.g., at the implicit end of the scale we find; -here, …; it is here that one may; far from labeling these as inferior); ─ concluding means that summarize the article (finally; by way of conclusion; in conclusion).
Let me illustrate the use of discourse organizers on examples (3-4). (Appadurai, 1996) . (Jensen 2011: 8) Example (4) illustrates the use of a cohesive means however indicating slight contrast to or disagreement with what was said before; the coherent means and which stresses that there is something to add in order to develop the afore-stated ideas.
A special attention should be paid to the fact that the cohesive and coherence means enumerated above do not always perform metapragmatic functions; on the contrary, depending on the context, the majority of them may be informationally meaningful, used as conjunctions. In this case, they are integral elements of the sentence, and their cohesive or coherence function is restricted to the sentence / clause boundaries. As meta-units, they operate on the level of two or more sentences / passages and are, in fact, optional / parenthetic, but they make the discourse clear and well-organized.
Consider examples (5)-(10). (5) During a meeting of which this article is a side product, the issue was raised repeatedly of how useful the notion of METALANGUAGE was, more often than not
with the implication that its usefulness was very limited. Yet, depending on the perspective one takes, the significance of the notion may range from useful and interesting to absolutely necessary (Verschueren 2000: 440) .
(6) Yet its usefulness, from this perspective, remains limited (Verschueren 2000: 440) .
Example (5) clearly demonstrates that yet is a meta-unit, a cohesive device, while in example (6) it is a meaningful conjunction. (Jensen 2011: 11) Examples (8)- (9) demonstrate the usage of thus in the initial position, and examples (7) and (10) show its usage in the medium position; but thus is used as a meta-unit only in examples (9) and (10).
To sum up, discourse organizers are of vital importance in academic discourse as they support an easy comprehension of thoughts presented in research articles. Their most striking feature, maybe, is that due to inherent peculiarities of this discourse type, the afore-mentioned meta-means have no relation to past, present, or future events /
actions. Yet, the references are found on the ideas which were argued above, positions which are being discussed in the process of reading, viewpoints which will be mulled over below (e.g., in the following chapter), and aspects, which are going to be additionally studied from other perspectives. of meta-means: interaction regulators, reflexive meta-means and contextuallydependent meta-means. As an interaction regulator, it ensures that 'this is a scale'. As a reflexive meta-means, it belongs to a group of structures neutral as to their author-/ reader-orientation and is formed by a predicative structure with a verb in the passive form. It might also be analyzed as a contextually-dependent meta-means due to the use of the modal verb should, which guarantees that the idea, introduced by this metameans, is very probable to be true.
Conclusions
The analyses presented in the foregoing sections make it possible to claim that, firstly, there exist three stages of metapragmatic analysis and, secondly, any discourse type can be subjected to analysis on meta-level, which is proved on the example of academic written metadiscourse.
With respect to metapragmatic analysis, one should begin with the general overview of meta-means and the functions they can perform; the next step is to study the specificity of meta-usage in particular discourse type(s); and, finally, to consider the influence of social context and cultural environment on discourse generating.
Moreover, the modification of the quantitative method of Greenberg for the needs of metapragmatic analysis helped to establish the degree of metapragmatic intensity of academic written metadiscourse (or meta-index of the discourse). It allowed me to assume that the comparative analysis of meta-indexes of various discourse types will
give me a proof to state that it is, in fact, impossible to have a meta-index equaling
zero. Yet, I will additionally study this point in my further investigations. neutral as to their author-/ reader-orientation or with author-oriented meta-means, though it is a rare case to find reader-oriented meta-means. The group of contextuallydependent meta-means, as opposed to autonomous ones described above, comprises, in my view, all those means, which function metapragmatically under unique conditions in specific contexts. Owing to clear and explicit style of academic writing, it is out of the ordinary to create hidden meanings or ambiguous contexts in this discourse type and to use contextually-dependent meta-means.
Thus, this paper has outlined the levels of metapragmatic analysis for academic written discourse only, yet in future, the study will include such analyses of other discourse types and, I hope, the generalized results I am going to receive will help me to calibrate and range various discourse types in accordance with the degree of their metapragmatic intensity.
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Résumé
This article focuses on developing the main principles of metapragmatic analysis and singling out its three stages on the example of academic written discourse. The first step is connected with the elaboration of a unified classification of various meta-means in general, which the author differentiates into an autonomous group of meta-means, including contact means, interaction-regulating means, reflexive means and discourseorganizers; and a contextually-dependent one. Then, the metapragmatic functions they perform in academic written discourse are studied, with an emphasis on the specifics of their use in this discourse type. Thereafter, the metapragmatic calibration is examined from the point of view of the degree of metapragmatic intensity of a particular discourse type. The author falls back upon the quantitative method used in contrastive linguistics and adjusts it to metapragmatic analysis. Therefore, the metaindex of academic written discourse is estimated, as well as the percentage of metameans, which are used in the research articles under analysis. In relation to specifics of academic written metadiscourse, the research results show that most typical for this discourse type are commentating markers, performing the functions of specification, explanation, generalization, and accentuation; discourse organizers, i.e., frequency, coherent, cohesive, and conclusive markers; and reference markers, including citations and examples. Reference markers are, actually, a distinctive characteristic of academic discourse. On the contrary, due to peculiarities in structural organization of academic discourse, the whole group of contact markers is missing as well as some sub-types of
